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WHY NOT A FUTUKE SUBJUNCTIVE? 

In his conjugation of the verb, Prof. J. M. 
D. Meiklejohn, in his English Grammar 1 
(page 56), classes the forms I should strike, 
I should be striking, and I should have struck 
as, respectively, the future indefinite, the future 
imperfect, and the future perfect tense-forms 
of the subjunctive mood, thus making them 
correspond with the similar future tense-forms 
of the indicative mood. For such a classifi- 
cation there is justification both in reason and 
in convenience. 

Shall and will are used, as is well known, 
both as notional verbs and as auxiliary verbs. 
When used as a notional verb, the past tense- 
form of shall is should, and of will is would; the 
meanings which each has as a notional verb are 
retained, the time in which these meanings are 
predicated being merely changed to the past. 
But it is easy to show that there are many 
cases in which should and would have no mean- 
ings of their own, but are as truly auxiliary 
verbs as are shall and will. 

Will when used as a notional verb signifies 
wish, desire, inclination, purpose, intention, 
etc. In the sentence, " John will be punished 
in spite of his plea for mercy," the context 
excludes any of the meanings which are possible 
to will as a notional verb, and permits it to be 
classed only as an auxiliary verb, helping to 
form a future tense-form of the main verb 
" punished." If we put this sentence into indi- 
rect discourse after a past tense-form of the verb 
"say," we shall have the following: "Henry 
said that John would be punished in spite of 
John's plea for mercy." Does would in this 
sentence any more express a wish, purpose, in- 
tention, etc., than will does in the direct form? 
And if will is an auxiliary verb in the direct 
form, is not would necessarily an auxiliary in 
the indirect? But an auxiliary of what, if 
not an auxiliary of some mood ? 

Again, take a sentence like the following: 

1 The English Language : its Grammar, History, and Lit- 
erature, by J. M. D. Meiklejohn, M. A., D. C. Heath & 
Co., Boston, New York, and Chicago, 1897. 



"Notwithstanding his innocence, if he were 
here now he would be hanged." Can would 
in this sentence by any reasonable interpretation 
be construed as a notional verb, expressing past 
wish, desire, purpose, or intention ? Or in a sen- 
tence like this : " If his own brother would 
steal John's purse, John would be disgraced," 
will the context permit to be given to would 
any one of the meanings which it must have 
in order to be classified as a notional verb? 
If, then, in sentences like the above, would 
and should can not be notional verbs, it is 
necessary that they be auxiliary verbs; and 
inasmuch as they show the manner in which 
the action of the verb is presented to the mind, 
it follows that they are auxiliaries of mood — 
that they are " helping verbs " in the formation 
of the tense-forms of some mood. The ques- 
tion is, Of what mood are they auxiliaries? 

Nearly a third of a century ago Dr. William 
Dwight Whitney, in his " Essentials of English 
Grammar" 2 (page 120), called attention to 
these forms, and classed them as "conditional 
forms" because they are "especially used to 
express a conditional assertion." But inas- 
much as their use in expressing conditions is 
only one of several functions belonging to these 
forms, together with the fact that other forms 
likewise are used in expressing conditions, we 
can hardly regard the reasons given by Dr. 
Whitney as entirely sufficient for calling them 
the "conditional mood," and thus adding 
another to the number of moods which the 
student will have to learn. There are better 
reasons for classing them merely as future 
tense-forms of the subjunctive mood. 

In the first place, all of the functions of 
the auxiliary forms would and should are 
properly subjunctive functions — they are func- 
tions that belong to the subjunctive mood in 
languages generally, and that go to make up 
the very conception of the mood itself. Indeed, 
they are functions which are regularly ex- 
pressed by the subjunctive mood in the Old 
English period of our own language. 
Again, to class these as future tense-forms 

'Essentials of English Grammar, by William Dwight 
Whitney, Boston, Ginn & Heath, 1877. 
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of the subjunctive but completes the cycle of 
the tense forms of that mood. The subjunctive 
already has a full complement of present and 
of past tense-forms. Why should it not be 
possible to predicate action or state under the 
subjunctive modifications, in future time as 
veil as in present or in past time ? In this we 
have a most apt analogy in the German — the 
closest akin of all our cognate languages — 
which has in the subjunctive mood future tense- 
forms similar to those which it has in the in- 
dicative. 

Probably the strongest reasons for classing 
as future subjunctives the forms in which would 
and should appear as auxiliaries, is the prac- 
tical advantage which it serves. It is an ex- 
ceedingly convenient classification, both in out- 
lining the conjugations of the verb, and in ex- 
explaining the more difficult principles of 
English syntax. After an experience of almost 
a decade with this method, the writer does not 
hesitate to say that the constructions for in- 
direct discourse, for conditions contrary-to-fact 
(unreal conditions), for less vivid future con- 
ditions (ideal conditions), and the like, can be 
made much simpler, and that the co-ordination 
of these English constructions with similar con- 
structions in German, Latin, and Greek is im- 
mensely facilitated, if these forms are classed 
as future tense-forms of the subjunctive mood. 

Is there any good reason why these forms 
should not be classed as future subjunctive 
tense-forms? And if not, with the arguments 
mentioned above in favor of this classification, 
ought it not to be more generally adopted by 
the authors of our text-books on English 
grammar? 

E. B. Sbtzlek. 

Newberry College, South Carolina. 



A NOTE ON SHAKESPEARE. 

For many years I have felt that the word 
rouse, 'intoxication, a drinking frolic,' which 
occurs four times in Shakespeare, has not been 
satisfactorily explained by the annotators or 



in most of the dictionaries. The word is com- 
mon in all the Scandinavian languages in the 
form rus, which means ' a carouse, a fit of in- 
toxication.' For example in Danish, at tage 
sig en rus or at faa sig en rus, ' to indulge in 
a spree'; at sove rusen ucl, 'to sleep off one's 
debauch, sleep oneself sober.' The word must 
have beeu borrowed from the Danish, as pointed 
out by Professor Skeat, in whose Etymological 
Dictionary it is correctly explained. In the 
other dictionaries, except the Shakespearian, 
rouse is defined as meaning a bumper, though 
Webster adds "a drinking frolic." Schmidt, 
in his Shakespeare Lexicon defines the word 
as "free and copious drinking, a full measure 
of liquor " ; and Phin in his Shakespeare Cyclo- 
paedia and New Glossary, as " a bumper ; a 
copious draft of liquor," referring to Hamlet, 
i, 2, 127; 1, 4, 8, and Othello, u, 3, 66; and 
as "a carouse; a drinking feast," referring to 
Hamlet, n, 1, 58. The annotators almost in- 
variably explain the word as meaning simply 
a 'bumper'; yet in Shakespeare it evidently 
means the same as in the language from which 
it was borrowed, at least in three of the four 
passages. These passages are the following: 
Hamlet, i, 2, 127: "And the king's rouse the 
heavens shall bruit again"; Hamlet, 1, 4, 8: 
"The king doth wake to-night and takes his 
rouse " ; Hamlet, n, 1, 58 : " There was he 
gaming, there o'ertook in's rouse "; and Othello, 
n, 3, 66: "'Pore God, they have given me a 
rouse already." 

In all these cases Professor Eolfe explains 
rouse as meaning 'a bumper,' though in the 
last case he adds "too deep a draft." Pro- 
fessor Dowden in his edition of Hamlet makes 
it 'bumper' in all the four cases. In Dr. 
Furness's Variorum Edition, where one natur- 
ally looks for the best criticism on all Shakes- 
pearian questions, there is no intimation that 
the editor has perceived the true explanation. 
Under the first case Dr. Purness quotes Wedge- 
wood's antiquated etymology, but does not hint 
what he thinks the word may mean. Under 
the second he quotes Gifford's definition of 
rouse as meaning "a large glass in which a 
health was given." On "o'ertook in's rouse" 



